Der Beitrag stellt Ausschnitte aus Handschriften zusammen, die seit der Ausgabe des Codex Justinians 1877 durch Krüger entdeckt wurden, und die Ergänzungen oder Korrekturen an Inskriptionen und Subskriptionen ermöglichen. Die Handschriften sind P.
Krüger's edition of the Justinian Code, which began to appear in annual fascicles from 1873, was complete by 1877. In fact there were two editions: the editio maior, with lengthy introduction and full apparatus criticus, totalling more than 1200 pages; and the editio minor, being volume Π of the Corpus Iuris Civilis, with an attenuated introduction and abbreviated apparatus'). This latter has remained in print, going through numerous near-identical editions, and so is the most usual resource for scholars. The large edition is much less common, and has only been reprinted once by Keip in a reduced format in 1998 as part of their series celebrating 100 years of the BGB 2 ). The new Dutch parallel translation of the Code uses Krüger's original 1877 text 5 ). Despite Krüger's edition being now 130 years old, the number of new manuscript witnesses for the Code that has emerged is slender, and these are generally short and *) An especial thanks goes to Wolfgang Kaiser for drawing my attention to the Würzburg and Stuttgart fragments, for supplying digital images of the manuscripts, suggesting additional bibliography and for making suggestions as to the readings of difficult faded passages (although I take sole responsibility for any readings printed). I should also like to thank Michael Crawford and Benet Salway for their advice and assistance.
') For the publication sequence of the fascicles of both maior and minor, see the bibliography attached to F. Schulz 's obituary of KrQger in: ZRG Rom. Abt. 47 (1927) xxxiii-xxxiv.
2 ) 100 Jahre Bürgerliches Gesetzbuch: Pandektistik 62. Olms-Weidmann for a long time had plans for a two volume reprint. Although this was abandoned, I believe it has been resurrected by Vico. 3 fragmentary, covering only a few constitutions or titles. This is not to say that a new edition is not desirable, and that existing manuscripts could not be used to produce it. Even more important, given that Code manuscripts, other than the incomplete Verona palimpsest, are largely deficient for the Greek constitutions and that the Greek texts have to be restored from later Byzantine legal materials, the production of the new edition of the Basilica and of other legal works in Greek will have a profound effect upon such an endeavour 4 ). Certainly, with the Code not surviving intact and being to a considerable extent a reconstruction, new manuscripts of the direct Code tradition containing any additional information are at a premium, especially with regard to the headings and subscripts, those elements which became attenuated and then discarded in the high-mediaeval Vulgate tradition. Yet the amount of such material so far known is small. The few instances in which new (post-1877) witnesses provide fresh information on either the headings or subscripts of constitutions are here discussed. First are treated four sixth-century manuscripts. Next come the hitherto unpublished Würz-burg fragments, dating from the later eleventh century, from which I publish the titles, headings and subscripts. Finally I look briefly at the late eleventh-century Stuttgart folio. The eleventh-century Vallicelliana fragments are published elsewhere in this volume and the information from them is not repeated here.
The abbreviations used here for manuscripts follow Krüger's apparatus, but the principal ones cited are: Ρ = Pistoriensis Arch. Cap. 106 (prev. 66); L = Parisiensis Lat. 4516; V = Veronensis LXII (60), the famous sixth-century palimpsest. The most important of the early-modern printed Code editions and commentaries cited by Krüger is that of Haloander (Nuremburg, 1530).
II. Sixth-Century Manuscripts:
This section contains details of four manuscripts, three being papyri from Egypt (one certainly and one possibly being from the First Edition of the Code), and one a palimpsested parchment of unknown origin. ). Thus Ti m Barnes's argument. However, although the first half of CJ Book One contains only religious, generally Christian, material, there are some rare texts of pre-Christian emperors (CJ 1,9,1-2: both rescripts relating to the Jews). It is not impossible, therefore, that some pre-Christian text was included at this point"). The most difficult question, however, is not simply what this law was, but why it was it apparently dropped from the Second Edition. There is no trace of it in either the Latin or Greek traditions and derivatives of the Code, whether relating to this title or indeed to any other (if one supposes that it could have been relocated elsewhere in the Second Edition). The only logical conclusion is that the mo codice giustinianeo, in: Aegyptus 3 (1922) extra law of Justinian under this title added to the Second Edition (CP 1,11,10) rendered the earlier law obsolete and necessitated its removal, but not the removal of the other earlier laws. The measures contained in the additional law are comprehensively anti-pagan. They penalize those who do not convert to Christianity, and most notably ban teaching by those 'infected with Hellenic madness', who can no longer receive public salaries even if holding teaching posts under imperial grant. Given the already extensive legislation banning pagan cult and sacrifices, the missing law can hardly have simply said the same, since why would it have been chosen for the First Edition, only to be dropped from the Second? Rather it must have recognized the validity of some form of pagan right of property holding or practice. The most notorious feature of Justinian's new law was precisely the ban on pagan teaching, so that it is seen as not unrelated to the closure of the philosophical schools at Athens (529). I wonder, therefore, whether the text in question was a third-century rescript or letter to one of the heads of the schools or some similarly interested person regarding the property, rights or succession of the schools 12 ). Of course, it could instead have been a Constantinian text recognizing the continued existence of these philosophical schools, or otherwise acknowledging or protecting the rights of pagans in a more general fashion. This text is only known in a Greek version restored into the Code together with the previous constitution from later Byzantine works"). Its absence from the papyrus shows that it was added to the Second Edition. Thus, whatever its exact heading and subscript details might have been, the issuing emperor is clearly Justinian and the date between April 529 and November 534. The law is a comprehensive anti-pagan measure, trying to enforce conversion, with severe penalties for non-compliance. Since it includes a ban upon pagan teaching, which also includes the prohibition of the receipt of a public salary or the holding of a post under an imperial grant 23 ), it is usually connected with Malalas's report of a law banning philosophy and astronomy teaching at Athens in the consulship of Decius (529) 24 ). Further, since Malalas also includes the banning of dice-games in his account of the law, this may also be related to fragments of a law regulating such games from September 529"). Watts, however, has recently argued that the surviving legislation is a far from perfect match with Malalas's account, which should therefore refer to another missing law. He suggests instead that the Code law should be dated to 531, thus precipitating the flight of Damascius and his colleagues to the philosophy-friendly court of the newly enthroned Chosroes P 6 ). Whatever the exact date of the law, certainly some feature of this law's content must have contradicted or overruled CJ 1 1,11,1 in such a way that the latter had to be dropped from the Second Edition, as I discuss above.
[CJ 1 1,12 and 1,13]: These two titles (on asylum in church and manumission in church) are missing from the papyrus. However, since they mostly contain pre-529 material, which was otherwise rendered invalid in its original form on the publication of the Novus Codex, the texts they contain must have been relocated here from elsewhere in the Code. For instance, it seems likely that CTh 4,7,1, the source text for CJ 1,13,2, was probably placed in Book Seven with other material relating to manumission and freedmen 27 ). Then, since Justinian enacted a series of measures sweeping away the vestiges of the Augustan manumission laws after the publication of the Novus Codex 28 ) The post-First Edition manumission laws are: CJ 7,2,15; 7,4,14-17; 7,5,1; 7,6,1; 7,7,1-2; 7,15,1-3; 7,17,2. There are only two pre-529 laws of Justinian (CJ 7,3,1; 7,17,1) in this part of the Code, and several of the titles are clearly new (e.g. CJ 7,5 and 7,6).
revised. This may have provided the background to a decision for the manumission in church laws to be relocated to the end of the ecclesiastical section of Book One in the Codex Repetitae Praelectionis. This internal rearrangement also raises the question of whether the bilingual constitution CTh 9,45,4, of which only the Greek version was present at CJ 1,12,3 in the Second Edition, lost its Latin version on being placed in the First Edition, or only on re-location in the Second Edition 29 ). We must remember that much of the extensive material added to the first titles of Book One in the Second Edition was in Greek and reflects the erosion of Latin as the language of current law Justinian's name is in part preserved. If Justin's name stood in the gap, it is not clear how the whole inscription should be reconstructed. However, since Novel 124, both in its Greek original and in the Latin of the Authenticum (117), clearly means only a single law of both emperors (not two separate laws, one of Justin and one of Justinian), it is the papyrus index that must be in error in using the singular.
( 37 ). One is that it regulated the relationship between the new Code and the juristic writings, and could even have been an extract from C. Summa, which was indeed addressed to Menas. Alternatively, it might simply have directed that problems of juristic interpretation be referred to the emperor for resolution. It might even have been the constitution that set up the new project of the Quinquaginta Decisiones, which was designed to settle various long-standing and intractable areas of juristic disagreement. At the least, it shows that Justinian was still working essentially within the framework of the Law of Citations and had not yet conceived the ambitious plan to recompile and re-edit the juristic writings into a single new work. This papyrus furnishes what is probably the second surviving witness to the First Edition of the Code (the Novus Codex). This identification may be made for two reasons. First, the absence of CJ 12,60,7, which must therefore be a Second Edition supplement. Secondly, although less surely, the presence of abbreviations in the text, which were specifically banned from the Second Edition by C. Cordi 5, mirroring a similar rule for the Digest (C. Tanta 22 = CJ 1,17,2,22).
[ ). In many ways it is very similar to the Vallicelliana fragments (Carte Vallicelliane XII.3) published elsewhere in this volume. Like those, it comprises only two folios, somewhat damaged by later reuse, with trimmed edges and the ink faded in places, but contains a complete sequence with intact headings and subscripts for the sections it covers, namely CJ 1,27,1,37-1,27,2,16 and 2,43,3-2,51,2. The script is romanesca, and, although previously dated to the ninth or tenth centuries, should probably belong to the third quarter of the eleventh bered. The title numeration sequence is correct, and does not reflect the additional title created in some mediaeval manuscripts, with a subsequent effect upon the Vulgate tradition, by the insertion of a repeat title heading at CJ 2,7,20 = 2,8,1. Greek rather than Roman numerals are used for both the title and constitution numbers. In this feature the manuscript differs from the Vallicelliana, but is similar to a tenth-century manuscript now at Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Clm. 6375 49 ). Note that although this Munich manuscript too gives a complete sequence for the section of the Code that it covers, including full headings and subscripts (CJ 3,12,2-3,17,1) , scholars including Mommsen, Krüger, Conte, and Radding and Ciaralli consider that it was copied only by inadvertence, being the protecting outer leaves of the main work whose reproduction was intended, Eusebius-Rufinus, Historia Ecclesiastica 50 ). Because the portion of the Code covered by the Würzburg fragments originally contained no Greek constitutions, it is impossible to tell in what manner extensive Greek passages were treated in the manuscript as a whole.
Unfortunately, unlike the Vallicelliana fragments, the Würzbuig text covers constitutions whose subscripts were already preserved, even if only from a single source. Therefore, just one subscript is entirely new (CJ 2,46,2). However, given the small number of witnesses to the subscripts, it seems best to print here the Würzbuig subscripts (plus also the title rubrics and constitution headings, both with their surviving Greek numerals), with brief comments on their convergence or divergence from the other known sources. The main text of the constitutions does not differ significantly from Krüger's edition or the variants he cites from other manuscripts, and in only one place do I comment on a clause not otherwise attested, but almost certainly added in error (CJ 2,44,4). (531). PL and Miraeus record the place of issue as Constantinople (Cap.) and make the year the third post-consulate (533). Both post-consulates are possible, as the recipient John the Cappadocian was in office in 531 and 533, although the Code contains few laws from the latter year. However, the Würzburg subscript, in apparently giving the consulate of Lampadius and Orestes (530) rather than a post-consulate, must be in error, since Iulianus was praetorian prefect in 530, only being succeeded by John the Cappadocian in the following year. Thus the consular date here would have the opposite discrepancy to CJ 2,44,4. However, the lack of 'conss. ' at the end of the subscript may suggest that 'postcons' has dropped out before 'lamp'. 
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